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Abstract 
 
Crash risk is the statistical probability of a crash. Its assessment can be performed through ex post 
statistical analysis or in real-time with on-vehicle systems. These systems can be cooperative. 
Cooperative Vehicle-Infrastructure Systems (CVIS) are a developing research avenue in the automotive 
industry worldwide. This paper provides a survey of existing CVIS systems and methods to assess crash 
risk with them. It describes the advantages of cooperative systems versus non-cooperative systems. A 
sample of cooperative crash risk assessment systems is analysed to extract vulnerabilities according to 
three criteria: market penetration, over-reliance on GPS and broadcasting issues. It shows that cooperative 
risk assessment systems are still in their infancy and requires further development to provide their full 
benefits to road users.   
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Introduction 
 
Decentralised information systems based on inter-vehicular communications and cooperation have drawn 
increasing attention in recent years as hardware/software capacities to process and store data on large 
scale and fast enough to be relevant to the timescale of automotive applications have emerged. For the 
field of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), Cooperative Vehicle-Infrastructure Systems (CVIS) 
present a major potential for numerous applications ranging from safety to comfort functions. Crash risk 
assessment is part of these applications. 
 
This paper is divided in three sections: (1) cooperative systems; (2) analysis of selected cooperative 
systems; and (3) contribution of augmented maps. In the first section we will provide an introduction to 
CVIS and their contribution to road safety in general and crash risk assessment in particular. Then in a 
second section we will analyse a few selected CVIS-based risk assessment systems with three criteria 
related to market penetration, sensibility to GPS and communication issues. In a last third section we will 
outline a few improvements that augmented maps, as a possible future research avenue, can bring to 
CVIS according to the second section’s criteria. 
 
Cooperative systems 
 
Cooperative Vehicle-Infrastructure Systems (CVIS) are gathering a lot of interest in the automotive 
industry [1-4]. For example the European COOPERS project [5] is aimed at creating a complete 
integrated network between vehicles and the infrastructure through continuous wireless communication. 
This continuous communication enables services such as cooperative traffic management, accident and 
incident warning, roadwork information, variable speed limits, congestion information, etc. Historically 
CVIS have started as a solution to the creation and management of vehicles groups as well as automated 
control of these groups. This concept is called platooning, as described by Broqua et al. [6] or Tank and 
Linnartz [7]. 
 
One of the major contributions of CVIS is that they allow to extend the perceptive horizon of the 
ego-vehicle further than the driver’s natural limit, i.e. further than one’s eyesight range [8] (the 
ego-vehicle is defined as the vehicle on which the local referential is centred, e.g. in this context the 
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vehicle that performs risk assessment relatively to other vehicles and objects). This applies to pure visual 
range as well as obstructions within the visual range. For example Von Arnim et al. [9] showed how 
infrared and radio communication devices on a vehicle and surrounding infrastructure can be used for 
road sign detection and cooperative traffic lights (the latter similarly to the work by Yoshizu et al. [10]). 
Occluded signs can be detected earlier and long-range identifications by on-board sensors confirmed, as 
well as the traffic lights’ state displayed to drivers in order for them to prepare for the appropriate action 
as they approach without visibility. Unsurprisingly in the literature the most common contribution of 
CVIS to crash risk assessment is related to this extension of the perception. In general the recognised 
improvements brought on by CVIS are: (1) extension of the sensors’ field of view; (2) acquisition of valid 
data on neighbouring vehicles; and (3) exchange of data that one vehicle’s sensors could not remotely 
measure, such as data directly related to the driver’s state (e.g. the driver’s state of vigilance, or any 
physiological data). 
 
Crash risk is defined as the statistical probability of a crash. It can be assessed by evaluating the relative 
significance of a set of contributing factors. Contributing factors are related to: (1) the driver; (2) the 
vehicle; and (3) the environment. Inexperience, speed and weather conditions are, respectively, examples 
for each set of the contributing factors. As of today few studies have considered these contributing factors 
together [11]. Crash risk assessment can be done via statistical analysis of crashes databases or in 
real-time by using in-vehicle sensors such as radars or laser scanners. 
 
Crash risk is often studied ex post, analyzing crash data to determine the risk at a location according to the 
previous crashes at that particular location. For example Pasupathy et al. [12] created a model to predict 
crash risk on highways plans prior to construction based on statistical crashes data of existing highways. 
Another example can be found with Cromley [13] where contributing risk factors are extracted from 
statistical analysis. The approach described by Abdel-Aty et al. [14] is half-way between prediction and 
the aforementioned analytical approach: conditions that are known to increase crash risk from previous 
crashes data are identified in real-time. The same approach is followed again by Abdel-Aty et al. [15] but 
taken to another driving context. They are based on establishing relationships between past crashes and 
current traffic data. Crash risk is determined based on the analysis of current traffic patterns measured in 
real-time by induction loops. 
 
Some of the parameters than can be used in order to assess crash risk can be found in table 1. 
 
Parameter Related contributor(s) References 
Time to collision (TTC) with neighbouring 
vehicles/infrastructure 
Vehicle 
Environment [16-18] 
Emergency/alert messages sent by other vehicles Environment [16] 
Relative geographic-based risk inferred from 
statistical data Environment [13, 19] 
Meteorological data Environment [20] 
Table 1: List of parameters for crash risk assessment. 
 
The most commonly used real-time assessment method is based on the Time to Collision (TTC) between 
the ego-vehicle and other objects (vehicles or obstacles) — the TTC is usually considered along the 
longitudinal axis; it can also be named the Time to Line Crossing (TLC) when considered on the 
transversal axis [21]. We will consider them as equivalent — The TTC can be computed based on 
sensors’ data obtained only within the ego-vehicle or augmented with data received from other vehicles or 
the infrastructure as we will detail later in this paper. A probability of crash can then be computed from 
the TTC and weighted according to the precise situation. 
 
The potential benefits in term of road safety that CVIS could provide are currently assessed by a number 
of researchers. It can be safely argued that they present a considerable potential. The most common 
example is collision warning and prevention where CVIS are used to assess in real-time collision risk and 
alert the driver in consequence. Lytrivis et al. [22] presented a path prediction system fusing inertial data 
and digital map data that uses cooperation between vehicles to enhance its performance. Proprioceptive 
data are exchanged between vehicles so the path prediction system would identify 92% of impending 
collisions within a radius of 400 metres around the ego-vehicle. Ammoun et al. [17] described a similar 
system. Tsugawa et al. [23] described a cooperative system aimed at providing assistance to elderly 
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drivers. In that case by cooperating with vehicles driven by elderly drivers, “average” vehicles can reduce 
the risk of collision introduced by elderly drivers’ different behaviours. A simple system warning drivers 
of traffic lights’ states as described by Yoshizu et al. [10] is enough to reduce crash rate by 96% if market 
penetration is maximal. Broadly, the right balance of fundamental parameters such as communication 
range, frequency, protocols and minimal necessary market penetration in CVIS is still an unsolved issue. 
 
As we mentioned previously a common method to assess crash risk is based on the computation of the 
Time to Collision (TTC). In order to work this method requires a precise measurement of the distance 
between the ego-vehicle and other objects susceptible to collide with it. This measurement can be 
obtained single-handily by the ego-vehicle through on-vehicle sensors such as radars, laserscanners or 
vision-based sensors. These sensors are sensibly more precise than the human eye to measure distances 
and relative speeds between objects but suffer from similar limitations in terms of range or angular 
opening. With CVIS technologies one can bypass these limitations. 
 
A simple method to improve the knowledge on the other objects’ position is to share position data. 
Typically GPS position data can be gathered and transmitted through wireless communication to other 
vehicles. Ammoun et al. have worked on the subject in two papers [17, 24] as an example of a fully 
CVIS-based risk assessment system. In their first paper [24] they describe an anti-collision system for 
crossroads situation based solely on the use of GPS data. It performs a probabilistic estimation of the 
collision risk. Vehicles are modelled as elliptically-shaped zones of probable presence in order to take 
into account the imprecision on GPS data. A collision is said to occur whenever two zones overlap. 
Trajectory prediction is based on a Kalman filter in order to take into account the vehicles’ speeds and 
accelerations as well as errors introduced by the GPS. 
 
Analysis of selected cooperative systems 
 
CVIS offer numbers of benefits as illustrated in the previous section; however, no such thing as a perfect 
system exists. Our aim is to show some of the vulnerabilities of CVIS-based systems: to do so we have 
selected three criteria that apply to the current CVIS-based systems. These criteria are: (1) the influence 
of the system’s market penetration; (2) the system’s over-reliance on GPS as its main sensor and thus its 
sensibility to GPS imprecision; and (3) the system’s sensibility to broadcasting issues. A system is 
deemed “vulnerable” if any of these criteria applies to it. We selected these three particular criteria as 
they form a common trend of issues encountered in the literature with most of the CVIS-based systems; 
they should be taken into account when designing CVIS-based systems in order for them to provide the 
full array of their benefits to road users. 
 
The first criterion is related to market penetration. Market penetration is an important issue as some 
systems that offer considerable theoretical benefits can be made irrelevant by an absence of usage by the 
main public or a slow rate of market penetration: it is called the “network effect syndrome” [18]. The 
initial users of a system usually cannot benefit completely from this system because the market 
penetration is too limited to be relevant. A well-designed CVIS-based system would take into account this 
effect and insure that the service it provides is not completely dependant on the level of market 
penetration. Some researchers have taken market penetration in account. For example the improvement in 
response time by communication-enabled vehicles as shown by Liu and Ozguner [25] did not become 
significant until a market penetration of 20% was taken into account. 
 
The anti-collision systems by Ammoun et al. (lane-change manoeuvre [17] and crossroads [24]) are good 
examples of systems vulnerable according to our first criterion. These two systems are based on the 
exchange of GPS position information between vehicles (further explanation and their vulnerability 
according to our second criterion are provided below). An equipped vehicle cannot communicate with a 
non-equipped vehicle — or even be aware of its presence — which makes the system inefficient until a 
large number of vehicles are equipped. This shortcoming is acknowledged by Sengupta et al. [26]: “The 
principal limitation of the concept is that effectiveness depends on the neighboring vehicles being 
[communication] equipped. There is an ongoing effort to find alternative communication-based active 
safety concepts able to deliver safety benefits at low or moderate market penetrations”. Sengupta et al. 
have developed a similar system to Ammoun et al. based on the exchange of GPS information to provide 
collision warning to the drivers. The main difference between these systems is that Sengupta et al. system 
has a broader scope of situations in which it can provide warning. It includes lane change and crossroads 
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collision warning but also blind spots and forward collision warning which have not been considered by 
Ammoun et al. 
 
On the other hand it must be acknowledged that several researches have tackled this vulnerability. 
Mourllion [16] studied the effect on crashes of a automatic braking system. This system uses V2V to 
disseminate an alert message to other vehicles when an on-board sensor detects a crash (e.g. an 
accelerometer). Some vehicles are equipped to receive this alert message; whenever they do so an 
automatic system triggers a braking response bringing the vehicle to a stop. Mourllion studied the impact 
of market penetration on this system’s efficiency at reducing rear-end crashes severity. Crashes’ severity, 
i.e. the crash’s impact on drivers’ health, instead of the number of crashes is considered in this study; a 
large number of crashes leading to a few injuries is better than a small number of crashes leading to 
important, life-threatening injuries or outright fatalities. The study shown that this automatic braking 
response while increasing the number of crashes (due to vehicles braking automatically far away from the 
initial crash) actually reduces the severity of rear-end crashes by 25% when only 5% of the vehicles are 
equipped with this system. 
 
The second criterion is the over-reliance on GPS and thus the sensibility to GPS imprecision and outage. 
A system is vulnerable based on this criterion if it is reliant on GPS as its sole/main sensor or if GPS is 
susceptible to introduce major errors into the system’s assessment. Most of commercially available GPS 
have a positioning error that can reach as much as 3 metres. Differential GPS or Carrier-Phase Enhanced 
GPS are more precise (sub-metric error) but sensibly more expensive or requiring specific infrastructure 
so they are not considered as reasonable sensors for mainstream vehicles. Some systems aim at reducing 
the cost of sensors and use only GPS and, in the case of cooperative systems, commercially available 
IEEE 802.11 (Wi-Fi) radios. This for example is the case with Dao et al. [27] where simple GPS and Wi-
Fi are used to measure the vehicles’ positions at the lane-level on multi-lane roads. Such a precise 
localisation is normally not possible with commercially available GPS; cooperation between vehicles 
allows reducing the positioning error on GPS measurements to bring their accuracy within the lanes’ 
dimensions. 
 
The work by Ammoun et al. [17] is also a good example of vulnerability according to our second 
criterion. The anti-collision system is relying solely on GPS. As it is an anti-collision system for lane 
changes, the situation present no particular risk in terms of view obstruction, negating the specific 
advantages of cooperation. If the GPS is unavailable or fails, the anti-collision application will be lost. 
Similarly if the imprecision on GPS becomes too important the system will see its performances 
degrading quickly. Ammoun et al. other work on crossroads anti-collision [24] presents the same 
problem. The system uses a Kalman filter to filter and to predict vehicles’ trajectories; however, a 
Kalman filter is also vulnerable to a large imprecision on GPS data and might diverge significantly. 
Kalman filtering does not protect the system from GPS unavailability either, though it can be significantly 
enhanced if inertial data are available. This in not the case in Ammoun et al. crossroads anti-collision 
system; the Kalman filter is only reducing GPS noise error. In their lane manoeuvres anti-collision system 
inertial data are available but are not exchanged between vehicles; inertial data are only used for 
computing the lane change trajectory. Lytrivis et al. [22] on the other hand do take into account inertial 
data, thus reducing their vulnerability to over-reliance on GPS. 
 
The third criterion is the vulnerability to broadcasting issues, especially the so-called “broadcast storm”. 
CVIS-based systems function within large wireless networks incorporating potentially hundreds of 
vehicles within communication range of each other (typically 500 metres). Several information 
dissemination techniques exist for these type of networks: flooding (a-periodic and periodic), epidemic, 
proximity, opportunistic and highway-specific [28]. CVIS-based systems have to be designed taking in 
account the relevance of information exchanged on the network. A broadcast storm will happen if too 
many messages are exchanged. This is typically the case when flooding dissemination is used; irrelevant 
messages are conveyed all over the network without discrimination and clutter relevant messages [29]. 
We have found that most of the systems described in the literature do not take into account broadcasting 
issues. Some authors acknowledge this issue, such as Sengupta et al. [26], but others make no mention of 
it. In all instance, these systems are thus vulnerable to the broadcasting issues criterion. 
 
A summary of vulnerabilities for some systems described previously in this paper can be found in table 2 
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Vulnerabilities: Reference Theme 
Market penetration Over-reliance on GPS Broadcasting issues 
Ammoun et al. 
[17, 24] 
crossroads and lane-change 
collision warning    
Mourllion [16] highway cooperative 
emergency braking    
Lytrivis et al. [22] multi-situation cooperative 
collision warming    
Sengupta et al. [26] multi-situation cooperative 
collision warming    
Tsugawa et al. [23] 
crossroads collision warning 
(as part of assistance to 
elderly drivers) 
   
Yoshizu et al. [10] traffic lights information dissemination    
Table 2: Summary of vulnerabilities for some selected systems. 
 
Contribution of augmented maps 
 
Any CVIS-based application must take into account the three criteria we have outlined in the previous 
section. Otherwise their promised benefits might be undermined to the point cooperation does not offer 
any significant advantage compared to non-cooperative systems. We have seen in the previous section 
that current systems do not systematically take into account these criteria or, at least, one of them. 
Researchers should consider these aspects while designing their systems as a system can be rendered 
inefficient by vulnerabilities according to our criteria if not weighted in during the design phase. 
 
It is also important to take into account the outcome of a system when designing it. Some passive 
advanced driving assistance systems (ADAS) — cooperative or not — do not need a considerable 
precision or stability of their sensory inputs. For example a navigation application or an application that 
warns the driver of road works, changed infrastructure, congestions or crashes ahead does not need a sub-
metric precision in its ego-vehicle’s GPS localisation. The market penetration is not either a problem for 
these systems and their users can benefit more completely from them even with low penetration rates.  
 
Other passive and active ADAS have more stringent needs. A cooperative anti-collision application or a 
crash risk assessment application need to know precisely where the vehicles are located, which is why 
they are vulnerable to GPS imprecision. At the highest level of requirements we found active applications 
such as collision avoidance/mitigation (via automated braking for example) and autonomous driving. 
 
CVIS-based systems can take advantage of techniques such as augmented maps. There are four actors on 
the road that sensors can provide information on, and thus that can be used by a cooperative system: (1) 
the driver; (2) the vehicle; (3) the environment/infrastructure; and (4) obstacles. Information on each of 
these actors provides for a complete local map. As we explained in the first section, CVIS typically 
extend the perceptive horizon. Augmented maps push this logic to its extreme. Augmented maps 
centralise information gathered on all the four actors from various sources. They thus provide redundant 
information when comparing information gathered directly by the ego-vehicle to information received 
from other sources. Different sensors can augment information on one object: an obstacle detected by a 
laserscanner can be identified as a vehicle ahead by a vision-based sensor or via an exchange of 
information with the said vehicle. The typical information transfer concerns vehicular, environmental and 
obstacles-related information.  
 
With these techniques the general vulnerability to CVIS can be reduced. Vulnerability to our second 
criterion — over-reliance on GPS — can be reduced. Vulnerability to our first criterion — market 
penetration — can also be reduced if vehicles are equipped with their own sensors and do not rely solely 
on communication to get information on their surroundings. Augmented maps cannot influence 
vulnerability according to our third criterion; separate measures must be taken to do so. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In this paper we have provided an outlook at the rapidly developing field of the cooperative systems for 
ITS applications. While they show a considerable potential, they still require thorough design process and 
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cost benefit assessment. We have shown that current CVIS are vulnerable to three simple criteria related 
to market penetration, over-reliance on GPS and broadcasting issues. Future crash risk assessment 
systems using CVIS must tackle these vulnerabilities in order to provide their full benefits to their users. 
We have mentioned augmented maps as a possible research avenue for solving at least two 
vulnerabilities. 
 
References 
 
[1] C. Goodwin, C. Bartels, T. Schendzielorz et al., “A Comparison Of U.S. And European 
Cooperative System Architectures,” in 15th ITS World Congress, New York, USA, 2008. 
[2] J. Linssen, and M. Lu, “Cooperative Systems for Road Traffic Safety: Functionality Design and 
Implementation,” in 15th ITS World Congress, New York, USA, 2008. 
[3] J. Piao, and M. McDonald, “Road-vehicle Communication Based Cooperative Systems For 
Improving Road Safety,” in 15th ITS World Congress, New York, USA, 2008. 
[4] T. Richter, “Improving the safety on motorways with I2V-communication,” in 15th ITS World 
Congress, New York, USA, 2008. 
[5] G. Toulminet, J. Boussuge, and C. Laurgeau, “Comparative synthesis of the 3 main European 
projects dealing with Cooperative Systems (CVIS, SAFESPOT and COOPERS) and description 
of COOPERS Demonstration Site 4,” in 11th International IEEE Conference on Intelligent 
Transportation Systems, Beijing, China, 2008, pp. 809-814. 
[6] F. Broqua, G. Lerner, V. Mauro et al., “Cooperative driving: Basic concepts and a first 
assessment of “intelligent cruise control” strategies,” in DRIVE Conference: Advanced 
Telematics in Road Transport, Brussels, Belgium, 1991. 
[7] T. Tank, and J.-P. M. G. Linnartz, “Vehicle-to-vehicle communications for AVCS platooning,” 
IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 46, no. 2, pp. 528, 1997. 
[8] S. Wender, and K. C. J. Dietmayer, “Extending Onboard Sensor Information by Wireless 
Communication,” in 2007 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium, Istanbul, Turkey, 2007. 
[9] A. v. Arnim, B. Arief, and A. Fusée, “Cooperative road sign and traffic light using near infrared 
identification and zigbee smartdust technologies,” in 15th ITS World Congress, New York, 
USA, 2008. 
[10] S. Yoshizu, H. Oguri, and T. Miyakoshi, “Estimation of accident reduction effect of cooperative 
safety system using actual road test data,” in 15th ITS World Congress, New York, USA, 2008. 
[11] H. Malik, and A. Rakotonirainy, “The Need of Intelligent Driver Training Systems for Road 
Safety,” in 2008 19th International Conference on Systems Engineering, Las Vegas, USA, 2008. 
[12] R. Pasupathy, J. Ivan, and P. Ossenbruggen, Single and multi-vehicle crash prediction models 
for two-lane roadways, University of Connecticut, University of New Hampshire & United 
States Department of Transportation, 2000. 
[13] E. K. Cromley, “Risk factors contributing to motor vehicle collisions in an environment of 
uncertainty,” Stochastic Environmental Research and Risk Assessment, vol. 21, no. 5 / August, 
2007, pp. 473-486, 2007. 
[14] M. Abdel-Aty, A. Pande, C. Lee et al., “Crash Risk Assessment Using Intelligent Transportation 
Systems Data and Real-Time Intervention Strategies to Improve Safety on Freeways,” Journal of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 107-120, 2007. 
[15] M. Abdel-Aty, A. Pande, A. Das et al., “Assessing Safety on Dutch Freeways with Data from 
Infrastructure-Based Intelligent Transportation Systems,” Transportation Research Record: 
Journal of the Transportation Research Board, no. 2083, pp. 153-161, 2008. 
[16] B. Mourllion, “Extension d’un système de perception embarqué par communication – 
application à la diminution du risque routier,” Université Paris Sud XI Orsay, 2006. 
[17] S. Ammoun, F. Nashashibi, and C. Laurgeau, “An analysis of the lane changing manoeuvre on 
roads: the contribution of inter-vehicle cooperation via communication,” in 2007 IEEE 
Intelligent Vehicles Symposium, Istanbul, Turkey, 2007. 
[18] S. Ammoun, “Contribution des communications intervéhiculaires pour la conception de 
systèmes avancés d'aide à la conduite,” Mines Paris, Paris Tech, Paris, 2007. 
[19] S. Chen, A. Rakotonirainy, S. W. Loke et al., “A crash risk assessment model for road curves.,” 
in 20th International Technical Conference on the Enhanced Safety of Vehicles, Lyon, France, 
2007. 
Crash Risk Assessment with Cooperative Systems Demmel et al. 
 
2009 Australasian Road Safety Research, Policing and Education Conference   7 
10-12 November 2009, Sydney, New South Wales 
[20] M. H. Nokhandan, J. Bazrafshanb, and K. Ghorbanib, “A quantitative analysis of risk based on 
climatic factors on the roads in Iran,” Meteorological Applications, vol. 15, pp. 347-357, 2008, 
2008. 
[21] S. Mammar, S. Glaser, and M. Netto, “Time to Line Crossing for Lane Departure Avoidance: a 
Theoretical Study and an Experimental Setting,” IEEE Transactions on Intelligent 
Transportation Systems vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 226-241, 2006. 
[22] P. Lytrivis, G. Thomaidis, and A. Amditis, “Cooperative Path Prediction in Vehicular 
Environments,” in 11th International IEEE Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 
Beijing, China, 2008, pp. 803-808. 
[23] S. Tsugawa, S. Kato, N. Hashimoto et al., “Elderly Driver Assistance Systems with Cooperation 
between Vehicles: the Concept and Experiments,” in 2007 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles 
Symposium, Istanbul, Turkey, 2007. 
[24] S. Ammoun, F. Nashashibi, and C. Laurgeau, “Real-time crash avoidance system on crossroads 
based on 802.11 devices and GPS receivers,” in 2006 IEEE Intelligent Transportation Systems 
Conference, Toronto, Canada, 2006, pp. 1023-1028. 
[25] Y. Liu, and U. Ozguner, “Effect of Inter-vehicle Communication on Rear-End Collision 
Avoidance,” in 2003 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium, Columbus, USA, 2003, pp. 168-
173. 
[26] R. Sengupta, S. Rezaei, S. Shladover et al., “Cooperative Collision Warning Systems: Concept 
Definition and Experimental Implementation,” Journal of Intelligent Transportation Systems, 
vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 145-155, 2007. 
[27] T.-S. Dao, C. M. Clark, and J. P. Huissoon, “Realtime Experiments in Markov-based Lane 
Position Estimation Using Wireless Ad-Hoc Network,” in 2008 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles 
Symposium, Eindhoven, the Netherlands, 2008, pp. 901-906. 
[28] N. Cenerario, T. Delot, and S. Ilarri, “Dissemination of information in inter-vehicle ad hoc 
networks,” in 2008 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium, Eindhoven, the Netherlands, 2008, 
pp. 763-768. 
[29] R. Nagel, S. Eichler, and J. Eberspächer, “Intelligent Wireless Communication for Future 
Autonomous and Cognitive Automobiles,” in 2007 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium, 
Istanbul, Turkey, 2007, pp. 716-721. 
 
 
